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U N ITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

537 Federal Brdlding
Sal-t le.ke City, Utah

Decenber 5, 1956

l[r. T. H. Er:np]rerys, Secretary
Utatr Water Storage ConnlssLon ---..-.., l----t

Capitol l6[]drng
Sal-t Lake City, Utatr

Dear Mr. Hunpherys:

Followirg up our telephone conrersation regarding the work
belng done by this office in revising the water supply studies for

the Gooseberry fieservoirr Xou are advised that this work is now largely
conpleted. Pending the subnission of a brief supplenentErf report on
the Gooseberry Division, the iafo:mation requested by you will be
briefJy explalned.

The vrater supply on whi-ch the yield of tlre Gooseberry Reser-
voir was based in ry 1955 report on the Sanpete Project is explained
on pages 15 to 35 of Volune I. In that report reserwoir operations
are based on a capacity of l5r0o0 acre feet and an estinated annual
yleld of 9400 acre feet, which yleld in trirn was based ou unrestricted
diversions from the head of Prlce Biver and on ttre basis that jl years
when these unrestricted dlversi-ons woul,d take ,,r'ater frorn the Scofield
Resenroir, resulting decreases in the yield fron tJris latter reservoi.r
would be nade up frcni holdorrer storage which woufd in turn necessitate
inprovenent work on the Scofj.eld da.n. The revised water suirpry studies
are based on ttre sqqe assunpti-on, but dr:e to t,Lre extrenel5r d:ry years
.silce 1951, the estinated rese:nroir yield fron the Gooseberry Beser-
voir is reduced to ?500J000 acre feet, under which yields there would
be rather severe water sbortages in such dry years as 1951- and 1954.
In connection with the revised annual yield, it is desired to point
out that in addition to the r:nrestri.cted diversions from Price Rlver
it ie assuned that there are no feasibfe reserroLr sites on Euntington
Creek of appreclable slze for development prlor to the Gooseberry Reser-
volr.

In connection with the cost of the Gooseberry Resenroir, the
total cost of the divislon in the l-953 report is estinated at
'$?OergoO. ft is not considered necessary to nake ary firther estimates



A

in the revieed repogb which is irotended to si-nply cover the bring-
lng of the rater sltpply studles up to date to incltrde the recent
y"Ls of low rrnoff.- By uslng the total estlnated cost of
$la+rzoo e1d. an annual yiera of ?59g to 8000 acre feet, you wlJ-l

note-that the unit cosL for storage water ls lncreased to about

$fOO.OO per acre foot, whlch cost, of courge, is exclusive of the oost
of provf-afng additional holdover capacity in,the Scofield Beserroirt
andarco exclusive of ary cost for ivater rights on hl'ce Biver should

such costs be involYed.

As stated ja our tetephone convergatLon, this lafomatiou i-a

belng given for yonr reference as to the recent investigations con-

""roiol 
the Gooslberry projegt pendhg the subnisgion of the supple-

urental report.

Very tnr-\y Yours,

- ./--tro.K+
E. O. IrarSOn

Engineer

In duplJ.cate - Chlef Engineer
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